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STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


The first question is whether an attorney may in effect 
assert a lien against and thereby impound checks drawn, 
signed and delivered by the Treasurer of the United States 
to the order of a citizen of the United States against whom 
no claim has been asserted by the United States Govern- 
ment or any other person, firm, or corporation, including 
an attorney, (Salisbury), solely retained and solely author- 
ized to act for such citizen. 


The second question is whether where no lien or claim 


exists, the Secretary of the Treasury and the Treasurer of 


the United States may assume the role of stakeholder against 
the owner of checks duly issued and delivered to his order. 
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o BRIEF FOR APPELLANT 


JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 


r This action was begun by the service on the defendant Aron at his 
| office, 37 Wall Street, New York 5, New York, by a United States Mar- 
j shal on August 13, 1956. The defendant Aron, appearing pro se, forth- 
» with served his answer, verified on August 17, 1956. The defendants 


Humphrey and Priest served their answers on the 6th day of November, 

1956. Thereafter, defendants Humphrey and Priest moved to dismiss 
v2 the action on the ground that the pleadings failed to state a claim upon 
which relief can be granted against defendants Humphrey and Priest. 


rd 
» On February 13, 1957, by order of the District Court, defendants 
a Humphrey and Priest were adjudged to be stakeholders and two Treasury 
checks, the subject matter of the action, were placed in the custody of 
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the Clerk of the District Court, and by order of Judge McGuire, the 
action was on the 25th day of March, 1957, dismissed as to defendants 
Humphrey and Priest. No opinion was written or filed by Judge Mc- 
Guire. 


On February 26, 1957, the defendant Aron moved that the Dis- 
trict Court enter judgment directing the Clerk to deliver or cause to 
be delivered with the defendant Aron at 37 Wall Street, New York 5, 
New York, two Treasury checks, both drawn to Harold G. Aron, one 
check No. 952 in the amount of $1, 680. 46 and the other, No. 954, 
in the amount of $1,950.93, and for such other relief as to the Court 
might seem just, upon the ground that the Clerk is without legal power 
to hold and retain said checks against which no lien, claim or attach- 
ment exists, or can exist, as a matter of law and fact and that the 
said checks have been treated as if contraband and were wrongfully 
seized in violation of this defendant's property and constitutional rights 
by the other defendants herein, who are not in fact and cannot, asa 
matter of law, assume to be or assert any claims to be stakeholders. 


On the 3rd day of April, 1957, defendant Aron's motion was de- 
nied by Judge McGuire, again without opinion, and on the 23rd day of 
April, 1957, the appellant Aron filed the notice of appeal, now here. 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


Without prior hearing, notice or demand, and for ulterior mo- 
tives, not here relevant, (J. A. 6), the Government filed a lien in 
April, 1955, for approximately $60, 000 against the appellant Aron, 
based on alleged tax deficiencies for the years 1924, 1928 and 1929. 
No such claims, legally or morally, existed and the appellant instantly 


brought action to vacate the liens which resulted in an offer from the 


Government to settle the matter, involving with claimed interest and 
penalties to some $69,000, for a nominal, in fact, nuisance settlement 
of $1,000.00. The appellant was averse to settlement but at the urgent 
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recommendation of his attorney, Franklin C. Salisbury, he agreed 
thereto (J.A. 6). Salisbury completed the settlement and it was ready 
for documentation, when George W. Wall, Jr., appeared on the scene, 
stating in a letter to Appellant dated May 2, 1956, embodied in the 
Answer, that Salisbury had accepted a Government appointment and 
had asked him to close the matter, presumably for Salisbury who 
stated that he could not longer officially appear (J. A. 6-8). In the 


Complaint, Wall swears his services began on or about October 18, 
1955. 


As the settlement involved delivery of Treasury checks to the 
order of appellant and a counter delivery of appellant's check for 
$1,000, appellant arranged to go to Washington to close the matter 
and was waiting to do so, when a letter from Wall was received (J. A. 
12). Appellant castigated Wall for his conduct and demanded that he 
forthwith send the checks which he had wrongfully received to the 
appellant, at his office in New York City. The next thing heard by 
the appellant was the appearance at his New York office of a United 
States marshal who served the summons and complaint therein. 


STATEMENT OF POINTS 


1. Appellant relies on the undisputed record to establish that 
the appellee Wall is a mere interloper in this action and that no privity 


exists or ever has existed between the appellant and the appellee (J. A. 
p. 6, par. 8, Complaint). 


2. The amount demanded in the complaint has nothing to support 
it except appellee's undetailed, unspecified, unliquidated and imagina- 
tive demand with no pretence of showing any basis of valuation there- 


for or agreement as to the amount demanded in the complaint. 


3. Nothing is pleaded or shown as to any relation between the 
nominal appellees to justify their arbitrary misjoinder as parties 
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plaintiff or to establish the fact that the nominal plaintiff and appellee, 
Salisbury, is or ever has been a real party in interest in the action 
and appeal. 


By way of excuse and defense of the wrongful delivery of checks 
to the order of this appellant, the defendants Humphrey and Priest set 
up in the District Court the preposterous claim that they were self- 
constituted stakeholders and with the Attorney General's prestige be- 
hind them, succeeded in procuring an order from Judge McGuire author- 
izing them to deposit the checks in the Clerk's Office where they now 
are, despite the fact that no valid claim or lien is asserted against 
them or was asserted at the time the checks were delivered to the 
appellee Wall. 


The inevitable result of this wrongful delivery was to allow Wall 
to fabricate a claim for services; nevertheless, the order procured, 
was final, and put the checks beyond the reach of this appellant, leav- 
ing this appellant no other remedy than to seek rectification of the wrong 
perpetrated against him. That the appellee Wall had no right to receive 
the checks and the defendant Humphrey and Priest no right to deliver 
the checks to him is shown by his own conduct and that of the defendants 
Humphrey and Priest in recapturing the checks from Wall and shows 
conclusively that they were victimized in delivering them to him. 


ARGUMENT 


The complaint is defective because of misjoinder of parties plain- 
tiff. Were it to stand, the defendants might well be subject to double 
liability on the same claim - in short, the recognized claim of Salis- 
bury is inextricably entangled under his complaint with the fictitious 
claim of Wall. Certainly a lawyer's client is not subject to suit by 
all his clerks, employees and desk room tenants on the "daisy chain" 
of his letterhead associates. 


3) 


The act of the appellee Wall in carrying away the checks from 
the Treasury Department constituted wrongful caption and asportation 
on his part and a wrongful exercise of dominion and tortious conversion 
on the part of the Secretary of the Treasury and the Treasurer of the 
United States in delivering to him, totally without authority to receive 
the same, which solely accounts for the abortive judgment of this action 
which was entitled as above. 


Citations 
We know of no citation needed or applicable to require the reversal 
of judgment below and dismissal of the complaint. The principles of law 
applicable to the undisputed facts are elementary. Certainly, Morgenthau, 


et al., v. Fidelity Deposit Co. of Maryland, (94 Fed. 2d 632), the only 
authority cited by plaintiff Wall, adds nothing to his support. 


CONCLUSION 


It is therefore respectfully submitted that the judgment of the 
Court below should be reversed. 


Respectfully submitted, 


HAROLD G. ARON 


37 Wall Street 
New York 5, N. Y. 


Attorney Pro Se 
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JOINT APPENDIX 
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


GEORGE W. WALL, JR. 
38 Dogwood Lane, Route 3 
Vienna, Virginia 


FRANKLIN C. SALISBURY 
1661 34th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Plaintiffs 
vs. 


HAROLD G. ARON 

Kew Gardens, Long Island New York 

GEORGE M. HUMPHREY, SECRETARY OF THE 
TREASURY, aeaeTy Department, Washington, 
D. C. : 

IVY BAKER PRIEST, TREASURER OF THE 
UNITED STATES, Treasury Department 
Washington, D. C. 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
y 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Defendants ) 
Civil Action No. 3384-56 
[Filed August 13, 1956] 
COMPLAINT 
TO DETERMINE LEGAL FEES FOR SERVICES RENDERED 
AND TO ENFORCE ATTORNEYS LIEN UPON GOVERNMENT 
CHECKS. 
Plaintiffs in the above-entitled case respectfully show to the, 
Court: 
1. Plaintiff, George W. Wall, Jr. is a citizen of the United 
States and resides in Fairfax County, Virginia and is a member of the 
Bar of the District of Columbia. yf 
2. Plaintiff, Franklin C. Salisbury, is a citizen of the United 
States and resides in the District of Columbia and is a member of the bar 


of the District of Columbia. 
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3. The defendant Harold G. Aron is a citizen of the United 
States a resident of the State of New York residing at 8300 Talbot Street, 
Kew Gardens, Long Island, with offices at 37 Wall Street, New York, 
New York. 

4. The defendant George M. Humphreyis Secretary of the 
Treasury of the United States and is sued in his capacity as such. 

9. The defendant Ivy Baker Priest is the Treasurer of The 
United States and is sued in her capacity as such. 

6. Jurisdiction is in this Court by reason of Diversity, 
Citizenship, the fact that Defendants Humphrey and Priest are being 
sued in their official capacity as United States Government Officials, 
that the amount involved is $3,000.00 or over, that the defendant Aron ” 
has an interest in Government checks made to his order in the amount 
of $3, 631.39 physically located in the District of Columbia against 
which plaintiffs have aclaim. (Section 13-108 D.C. Code). 

7. Heretofor on or about April 5, 1955 the Defendant Aron 
informed Plaintiff Salisbury that the Government had filed a lien and 
levy for approximately $60, 000 for income tax assessments going back 
to the year 1924 against the property of Defendant Aron. Plaintiff 
Salisbury was then acting as attorney for Aron in several matters not 
connected with any claim by the Government for taxes against Aron. 
Plaintiff Salisbury immediately undertook the legal representation of 
Defendant Aron, at Aron‘'s repeated request and rendered legal services 
in that connection before the Internal Revenue Service. Plaintiff 
Salisbury worked diligently on this matter, checking old records and ~ 
former judicial proceedings in connection with which the taxes claimed 
by Internal Revenue Service in question arose and recommended that the 

matter be settled by way of a compromise between the Internal 
Revenue Service and Aron. Defendant Aron authorized Plaintiff Salis- 
bury by letter dated October 11, 1956 to negotiate and effect a compro- 
mise of the tax claim and to receive a check by way of a fee for legal 5 
services on the occasion of the closing settlement. < 


a 
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8. On or about October 18, 1955 Plaintiff Salisbury with the 


consent of Defendant Aron turned over the negotiations to Salisbury's 


legal associate Plaintiff George W. Wall, Jr. who continued the represen- 
tation to date and concluded and effected the settlement on or about July 
13, 1956 in accordance with offer of settlement made to the Internal 
Revenue Service by letter drafted and signed by Plaintiff Salisbury as 
attorney for Defendant Aron dated October 20, 1955. The claim of the 
Internal Revenue Service for taxes totalled $60, 072.33 as of June 25, 
1956 accruing interest at the rate of $3.95 per day. The claim was 
settled by the payment of the nominal sum of $1, 000.00 by Defendant 
Aron. 

9. Thereupon the Internal Revenue Service delivered to 
Plaintiff George W. Wall, Jr. as attorney of record two treasury checks 
both dated June 3, 1955 both drawn payable to the said Harold G. Aron, 
both marked "re: Katherine M. Drier - one check numbered 952 being 
in the amount of $1, 680.46 and the other numbered 954 being in the 
amount of $1, 950.93 which had been levied upon by Internal Revenue 
Service in connection with the tax claim. Upon request for payment of 
a fee for legal services in connection with the tax settlement the Defen- 
dant Aron refused to pay a fee and denied that any fee was due. Plaintiff 
Wall then asserted an attorney's lien and retained custody of the checks 
which had been turned over to him by the Internal Revenue Service and 
have been and are still located in the District of Columbia. Plaintiff 

Wall delivered the checks to the safekeeping of the Treasury 
Department, to be held pending a determination of Plaintiff's rights, 
interests or claims to said checks and the proceeds thereof by way of 
attorney's lien or other equitable interest therein. The Treasury 
Department has present possession of the checks to hold pending ad- 
judication of all claims against said checks. Defendant Humphrey and 
Defendant Priest are custodians of the checks by virtue of their official 
capacity. 
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WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS PRAY: 

1. That writs of subpoena be issued out of this Honorable 
Court to the defendants and each of them requiring them to answer the 
exigencies of the complaint. 

2. That a preliminary restraining order be issued restraining 
the defendants, George M. Humphrey, Secretary of the Treasury and 
Ivy Baker Priest, Treasurer of the United States from removing the 
said checks from the jurisdiction of this court; cancelling, delivering 
or paying said checks in the total amount of $3, 631.39 or any part to 
Defendant Aron, his agents or assigns, and restraining the Defendant 
Harold G. Aron, his agents and assigns from receiving said checks or 
attempting to collect or negotiate same. 

3. That a temporary injunction be issued to the Defendants, 
George M. Humphrey,Secretary of the Treasury and Ivy Baker Priest, 
Treasurer of the United States restraining them from removing from 
the jurisdiction of this court; cancelling, delivering or paying said checks 
to Defendant Harold G. Aron and restraining Defendant Harold G. Aron, 
his attorneys, agents or assigns from receiving said checks or attempting 
to collect or negotiate same, during the pendency of this suit or until 
further order of this court. 

4. That the Honorable Court establish the fair and reasonable 
fees for the service rendered by Plaintiffs to Defendant Aron upon a 
“quantum meruit" basis together with interest, costs, and reasonable 
attorney fees for this action. 

9. That a receiver be appointed by this Court to demand and 
receive the said checks drawn in favor or Harold G. Aron identified by 
Treasury Number 952 in the amount of $1, 680.46 and by Treasury 
Number 954 in the amount of $1,950.93, both dated June 3, 1955, with 
full power and authority to collect the sums represented thereby by en- 
dorsement and negotiation of said checks, with full power and authority 
to give acquittance therefore to the United States, and to pay and deposit 
said sums with the Clerk of this Court for distribution as ordered by the 
Court. 
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And for such other and further relief as this Court may deem 


meet and proper. 


/s/ George W. Wall, Jr. 
Counsel for Plaintiffs 
1624 Eye Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


[JURAT] 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 13th day of August 1956. 


/s/ Paul T. Fahe 
Notary Public, D.C. 


[Filed August 18, 1956] 

ANSWER OF THE DEFENDANT ARON 

The Defendant, HAROLD G. ARON, who is not a member of 
the Bar of the District of Columbia, although admitted to the Court of 
Appeals for the District Court of Columbia, and since 1920, a member 
of the bar of the United States Supreme Court, appearing in propria 
persona and on his own behalf, answers the allegations of the complaint 
herein, as follows: 

The copy of the complaint served upon the defendant contains 
no notary's name or seal on the verification and affidavit attached there- 
to. 

The complaint does not designate in what capacity the plaintiffs 
sue or the relation between them and is, therefore defective. 

The following statement contained in Paragraph 7 of the Com- 
plaint is false and untrue: 

"Defendant Aron authorized Plaintiff Salisbury by 

letter dated October 11, 1956 to negotiate and effect a 

compromise of the tax claim and to receive a check by 


way of a fee for legal services on the occasion of the 


closing settlement." 
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The fact is that the plaintiff Salisbury repeatedly urged the defendant 
Aron to make an offer of settlement to which Aron finally agreed to 
the extent of authorizing a settlement of $1,000.00, as a "nuisance 
value settlement", as the Government's claims were unconscionable, 
totally without merit, were tantamount to malicious prosecution and 
were the subject of an action brought by said Aron against the defendant 
Humphrey. 

The allegations of the 9th paragraph that George W. Wall is, or 
at any time, has been acting as my attorney of record is false and un- 
true. The statement contained in said paragraph 9th that the defendant 
Aron refused to pay a fee and denied that any fee is due is false and un- 
true. The statement that the checks in question were delivered to the 
safe-keeping of the Treasury Department, ta be held, pending a de- 
termination of plaintiffs’ rights, interests or claims to such checks and 
the proceeds thereof by way of attorney's lien or other equitable interest 
therein, is false and untrue, according to information furnished to this 
defendant by John Potts Barnes, Chief Counsel for said Internal Revenue 
Service. The statement in said paragraph 9th that the Treasury Depart- 
ment has present possession of the checks to hold pending adjudication 
of all claims against said checks and that defendants Humphrey and Priest 
are custodians of the checks by virtue of their official capacity is false 


and untrue, as neither of them has in official capacity or otherwise any 


right to retain the custody of such checks. 

AS A COMPLETE, SEPARATE AND DISTINCT DEFENSE IN 
THIS ACTION and as a counter-claim thereto, the defendant Aron 
alleges he never employed the defendant Wall to represent him. In the 
spring of 1955, he did employ Franklin C. Salisbury, Jr. A year later, 
to wit, on May 24, 1956, defendant Aron received a letter signed by the 
plaintiff Wall, stating: 

"Mr. Franklin Salisbury has referred your letter of 
16 May, 1956. to me for reply since he is unable to parti- 
cipate in matters involving the United States Government." 
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The letter was written on the letterhead of Salisbury and Wall. 

In order to simplify the settlement finally arrived at, it was 
agreed that defendant Aron would come to Washington for the closing, 
as an exchange of checks was involved. In conflict with this agreement 
and the instructions of defendant Aron, the plaintiff Wall induced the 
Internal Revenue Service to deliver the checks to him for which he 
executed the attached receipt, marked Exhibit A. 

On July 18, 1956, plaintiff Wall wrote the attached letter, 
marked Exhibit B, to the defendant Aron. Attached to this letter with 
no explanation was the attached statement on the stationery of Salisbury 
and Wall, as the copy indicates, marked Exhibit C. 

Defendants Humphrey and Priest in their official capacities 
are charged with notice of the fact that the plaintiff Wall at no time was 
employed to represent the defendant Aron, as indicated by the attached 
letter, dated July 1, 1955, of the Chief Counsel of the Internal Revenue 
Service, marked Exhibit D. 

No demand or claim has ever been made by the plaintiff 
Salisbury for any fees in this matter and other than the statement 
hereto attached, no bill or memorandum has ever been received 
either from Salisbury, Wall or Salisbury and Wall. The defendant 
Aron has at no time refused to pay the fair and reasonable value of the 
services rendered and does not deny that the plaintiff Salisbury is en- 
titled to compensation for the services rendered by said Salisbury and 
is prepared to meet any just demand therefor on the part of Mr. Salis- 
bury and is not concerned, in any way, with the inter se relations be- 
tween Salisbury and Wall or on what promises or agreements Salisbury 
brought said Wall into the matter when Salisbury became disqualified 
by his Government employment. 

WHEREFORE, defendant Aron prays that this complaint be 


dismissed; that this Court issue its writ of replevin or order requiring 
the co-defendants named herein forthwith to deliver to this defendant 
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the checks referred to in the complaint. 
And for such other and further relief as this Court may find 
just and proper. 


/s/ Harold G. Aron 
Pro se 
37 Wall Street, 
New York 5, N. Y. 


[JURAT] 
10 Sworn tobefore me this 17th day of August, 1956. 


/s/ Charles H. Weinberg 
Notary Public, State of New York 


il [Filed September 5, 1956] 
ANSWER TO COUNTERCLAIM 

Now come the plaintiff, Franklin C. Salisbury, by and through 
his attorney and plaintiff, George W. Wall, Jr., in propria persona 
deny that defendant Aron did not employ George W. Wall, to represent 
defendant Aron and deny that defendant Aron has not refused to pay the 
fair and reasonable value of the services rendered, and further states 
that the said counterclaim fails to allege a cause of action, either in 
law or in fact. 


SALISBURY & WALL 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
1624 Eye Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


| By: /s/ George W. Wall, Jr. 
[Certificate Of Mailing] 


12 


13 


[Filed March @, 1957] 


MOTION OF DEFENDANTS HUMPHREY AND PRIEST 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 
TO DISMISS, AND IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT ARON'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 


Come now the defendants Humphrey and Priest by their 
attorney, the United States Attorney, and move this Honorable Court 
to grant judgment in favor of defendants Humphrey and Priest upon the 
ground that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and defen- 
dants Humphrey and Priest are entitled to judgment as a matter of law 
or, in the alternative, for an order dismissing the above-entitled action 
as to defendants Humphrey and Priest upon the ground that the plead- 
ings fail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted as against 
defendants Humphrey and Priest. 


/s/ Oliver Gasch 
United States Attorney 


/s/ Edward P. Troxell 
Principal Assistant United States 
Attorney 


/s/ E. Riley Casey 
Assistant United States Attorney 


/s/ Robert J. Asman 
Assistant United States Attorney 


[Filed March 8, 1957] 


MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT 

OF MOTION OF DEFENDANTS HUMPHREY AND PRIEST FOR 

SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO DIS- 

MISS, AND IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT ARON'S MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 


1. On February 13, 1957, by order of this Court, defendants 
Humphrey and Priest were adjudged to be stakeholders, and the two 
Treasury checks, the subject matter of this action, were ordered placed 
in the custody of the Clerk of this Court. Rule 67, F.R.C.P. 
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15 
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2. On February 13, 1957, the said Treasury checks were 
placed in the custody of the Clerk of this Court. (Records of this 
Court. ) 
3. Having complied with the order of this Court, defendants 
Humphrey and Priest have no interest in the dispute between plaintiffs 
and Aron. 


/s/ Oliver Gasch 
United States Attorney 


/s/ Edward P. Troxell 


Principal Assistant United States 


Attorney 


/s/ E. Riley Case 
Assistant United States Attorney 


/s/ Robert J. Asman 


Assistant United States Attorney 


[Certificate Of Service ] 


[Filed March 26, 1957] 


MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
IN OPPOSITION OF MOTION OF DEFENDANT ARON FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND DIRECTING CLERK OF COURT 
TO DELIVER CHECKS TO DEFENDANT ARON 


1. The complaint and answer of defendant Aron present a 
genuine issue of material fact. 

2. Defendant Aron seeks an order directing the Clerk of 
this, Court to deliver to Aron two United States Treasury checks 
presently in the possession of the Clerk of this Court upon the ground 
that no lien, attachment or judgment exists or can exist, as a matter 
of law, against a United States Treasury check, which becomes tangi- 
ble evidence of the government's indebtedness and is the property of 





11 
the payee, even though it has not been delivered. Morgenthau et al v. 
Fidelity & Deposit Co. of Maryland, 94 Fed (2) 632 (1937). 


SALISBURY AND WALL 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
1624 Eye Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


By: /s/ George W. Wall, Jr. 
[Certificate Of Mailing] 


16 [Filed April 5, 1957] 
ORDER 

Upon consideration of the motion for summary judgment 
of defendant Aron, the complaint, answer and memorandum of points 
and authorities, it is by the Court this 5th day of April, 1957, 

ORDERED that the motion for summary judgment of defen- 
dant Aron be and the same is hereby denied. 

Matthew F. McGuire 
JUDGE 
[Certificate Of Service] 


17 [Filed April 25, 1957] 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN this 23rd day of April, 1957 

that defendant, Harold G. Aron, hereby appeals to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia from the Order of this 
Court entered on the 28th day of March, 1957 in favor of George W. 
Wall, Jr. and Franklin C. Salisbury, plaintiffs, against said defen- 
dant, Harold G. Aron. 


/s/ Harold G. Aron 
Attorney pro se 
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[ Filed August 18, 1956] EXHIBIT A 
Attached to Answer of Defendant 
Aron 
CC:Cl1 - 
RTC:352827 
RECEIPT 


July 17, 1956 


The undersigned, George W. Wall, Jr. Attorney of record for 
Harold G. Aron in the case of Harold G. Aron v. George H. Humphrey, 
Secretary of the Treasury, Civil No. 771-54, (D.C. District of 
Columbia) hereby acknowledges receipt from the Office of the Chief 
Counsel of the Internal Revenue Service, of two Treasury checks, both 
dated June 3, 1955, both drawn payable to the said Harold G. Aron, 
both marked Re: Katherine M. Drier, one check numbered 952 being 
in the amount of $1, 680. 46 and the other numbered 954 in the amount 
of $1950. 93. 


George W. Wall, Jr. 


[ Filed August 18, 1956] EXHIBIT B 
Attached to Answer of Defendant 
Aron 
SALISBURY AND WALL 


Counsellors at Law 
1624 Eye Street, N.W. 
Washington 6, D. C. 


July 18, 1956 


Harold G. Aron, Esquire 
c/o Guthrie And Company 
37 Wall Street 

New York, New York 


Dear Mr. Aron: 
After a long struggle, I am pleased to inform you that our efforts 


oo —a 
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to obtain a settlement for $1,000.00 of the Governments’ claim 
against you for $57,000.00 in taxes and interest have been brought to 
a successful conclusion with acceptance of the offer by the Government. 


As originally contemplated by you and Mr. Salisbury a formal 
settlement here in Washington was to be made with the Government 
and an exchange of checks made with respect to our fee. I have been 
able to arrange matters so that a trip here by you for such a settlement 
is unnecessary. 


The Internal Revenue Service has delivered to me the two checks 
representing payment for 1955, which had been withheld in the total 
amount of $3,631.39. They have further directed the District Director 
in New York to turn over to you the two checks representing 1956 
payments, one in the amount of $1, 321.00 the other $1,504.84. The 
$1,000.00 payment to the Government will be deducted from $2, 826.03 
which was paid by the Clerk of Court to Internal Revenue Service and 
they will remit to you the balance of $1, 826. 03. 


This will conclude the matter and permit all future payments to 
you by the Government. It was a difficult settlement to negotiate, 
especially since the Goren: had the ability to obtain payment by 
a levy on future payments by the Government to you. 


In view of the absence of a necessity for a meeting here to 
exchange checks, we are enclosing our statement of fee in connection 
with this settlement and would appreciate advice as to how you would 
desire te handle the matter. I expect to visit New York shortly and 
would be pleased to visit you at that time to complete this matter. 


It has been a pleasure to serve you in this matter and we look 
forward to working with you in the future should you have need of our 


services. 
Very truly yours, 


(Signed) George W. Wall, Jr. 
* * * 


GWW/be 
enclosure 
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[ Filed August 18, 1956] 


EXHIBIT C 


Attached to Answer of Defendant 
Aron 


SALISBURY AND WALL 
Counsellors at Law 
1624 Eye Street, N.W. 
Washington 6, D. C. 


Franklin C. Salisbury 
George W. Wall, Jr. 


July 18, 1956 


Harold G. Aron, Esquire 
c/o Guthrie and Company 
37 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 


STATEMENT 


Legal services in connection with settlement 
of Tax Claim by the Government against 
Harold G. Aron and release of checks payable 
to Harold G. Aron payable by the Government 
in connection with Private Law 509 R. 
Kathrine Drier 


Phones 
Sterling 3-9072 
District 7-1406 


$3,000. 00 


[ Filed August 18, 1956] 


EXHIBIT D 


Attached to Answer of 
Defendant Aron 


CHIEF COUNSEL 


U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Internal Revenue Service 
Washington 25 


July 1, 1955 


CC:Cl1 
RTC:352827 


Harold G. Aron, Esquire 
8300 Talbot Street 

Kew Gardens 

Long Island, New York 


Dear Mr. Aron: 


Please refer to your letters dated June 15 and 16, 1955, 
addressed to Assistant General Counsel McNeill and received in this 
office on June 22, 1955. The materials which you requested are 
returned herewith. We trust that your attorney, Mr... Salisbury, 
is keeping you informed as to this case. 


Very truly yours, 


(Signed) John Potts Barnes 


*x* * * 


Chief Counsel 
Enclosures 
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Vv. 


GEORGE W. WALL, JR., 
and 
‘FRANKLIN C. SALISBURY, 
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APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT Y 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


GEORGE W. WALL, JR. 
FRANKLIN C. SALISBURY 


1624 Eye Street, N. W. 
Washington 6, D. C. 


Attorneys for Appellees, Pro Se. 








(i) 


STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


In the opinion of the Appellees, the following questions are pre- 
sented: 


Whether the District Court has jurisdiction to 
determine the facts as to whether the attorneys were 
employed, whether the legal services requested 
were rendered, and if so what was the reasonable 


value of such services; 


Whether an attorney who successfully negotiated 


the settlement of a claim for back taxes may assert 
an actual or constructive lien upon checks released 
from levy to him and accepted by him pursuant to the 
client's written directions that the seized checks 
should be available after payment of the claim against 
the client for the payment of the fee and the balance 
to be remitted to the client. 





Counter-Statement of The Case 
Statutes Involved 

Summary of Argument 
Argument 

Conclusion 


Supplemental Appendix 


Answer of Defendants senses M. aan 
and Ivy Baker Priest 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
For The District of Columbia Circuit 


No. 13,917 


HAROLD G. ARON, 
Appellant 
v. 
GEORGE W. WALL, JR., 
and 
FRANKLIN C. SALISBURY, 
Appellees 


APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


BRIEF FOR APPELLEES 


COUNTER-STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


This is an appeal from the District Court's order denying 
Appellant's motion for summary judgment and an order to the Clerk 
to release certain checks held in the Registry of the Court to Appellant. 
The checks were payable to the Appellant and represent funds payable 
out of a German Special Deposit Account in the Treagury of the United 
States. The funds were assigned to Appellant by Katherine M. Drier, 
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a former client of his, in return for settlement of his claim for 
attorney's fees. No claim against the United States was involved 

in that assignment-the claim having been against Katherine M. Drier. 
These checks were subsequently levied upon by the Internal Revenue 
Service on account of the client's indebtedness to them for back in- 
come taxes. No claim of Appellant's against the United States is 
involved in these various matters. 


Appellant hired Attorney Salisbury to resist the tax claim of 
the United States and recover the checks for Appellant. After study 
of the income tax assessments for the years 1924, 1928 and 1929, the 
various proceedings before the Board of Tax Appeals, the Appellant's 
appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, the 
written compromise signed by the Appellant with the Internal Revenue 
Service, but not lived up to by him, Attorney Salisbury reconstructed 
what had happened in these cases to result in such a large tax assess- 
ment against his client and recommended that an attempt be made to 
negotiate a settlement. The client reluctantly agreed to so settle. 
After reaching a meeting of the minds with Justice Counsel as to a 
fair settlement, Attorney Salisbury accepted Government employment 
in the Interior Department. Appellant agreed to have Attorney 
Wall complete the work involved and accept the balance of the seized 
checks less the attorney fee. Wall and Salisbury, appellees here, had 
been associated on a case to case basis to handle legal matters under 
the firm name of "Salisbury and Wall." 


Attorney Wall was not only employed by Appellant on or about 
October 1955 to conclude this case, independently of attorney Salisbury, 
but worked for Appellant in other matters in which Salisbury could not 


be associated. The letter of May 1956 which Appellant cites (Appellant's 


App. 6) as establishing the date of Attorney Wall's entrance into this 
case actually was correspondence in connection with an entirely 
different matter, a serious inaccuracy for Appellant to permit in his 


moh A Wow bt 42. 
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pleadings. Wall concludedthe negotations, accepted the return of 


Appellant's seized checks into his possession, returning them to 

the Justice Department, only after the protest of the client, for the 
sole purpose of having them turned over to the District Court. The 
checks at all time have been within the possession of the Government, 
attorney Wall aor the Court in the District of Columbia. 


Appellee's brought this action in the District Court for a deter- 
mination of the fair value of their respective services, after being 
refused an adequate fee or any at all, and in addition for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver to pay the proceeds of the checks to whomsoever 
the Court should decide was so entitled. Service was obtained on 
the Appellant pursuant to Section 108 of Title 13 of the District of 
Columbia Code, act of March 3, 1901, 31 Stat. 1206, as amended. 
Appellant answered generally and filed a motion for summary judg- 
ment which was properly denied by the District Court. 


STATUTES INVOLVED 
Section 108, Title 13, District of Columbia Code, 31 Stat. 1206, 
as amended. 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
1. The Appellees are properly before the District Court which 
has jurisdiction to hear and determine their genuine claim against 
Appellant for the reasonable value of their successive legal services 


to him. 


2. The District Court is properly in possession of Appellant's 
checks during the pendency of its determination of the interest of the 
parties in such checks which are and have been the property of the 
Appellant within the District of Columbia. 
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3. The Appellees have an equitable interest in the checks, which 
were delivered to the possession of Attorney Wall for the payment of 
the tax settlement, the attorney fee, the balance to be remitted to the 
Appellant. 


ARGUMENT 


This matter concerns a claim for a fee for services in connec- 
tion with the settlement of a demand of the United States for back taxes 
against the client. There is no claim against the United States involved 
nor is there any dispute left between any of the parties and the United 
States. There remains a dispute between the client, Appellant, and 
his attorneys, Appellees, as to whether one of the attorneys was em- 
ployed by the client after the first attorney removed from the case, as 
to what the reasonable value of the services rendered first by Salisbury, 
then by Wall, to the client amounts to. The Appellant appears not to 
deny that he is indebted to Attorney Salisbury for the value of his ser- 
vices, which value he seems unable to place, but for some reason is 
unable to agree that he even hired Wall after Salisbury could no longer 


continue with the case. There was no fixed or contingent fee agreed 


upon with either attorney, but there is no question that the services 
were to be gratuitous. The attorneys successively and successfully 
reduced the Government's claim against the client from around sixty- 
thousand dollars to one thousand dollars. The Appellees are entitled 
to a determination by the District Court of the fair value of their 
services. 


An additional controversy also exists as to whether the agreement 
of the client that at the settlement of the claim of the United States 
against the client the attorney was to remit to the client the balance of 
the checks seized by the Government "less your fee" permitted the 
attorney to phySically accept the checks and turn them over to the 
District Court, using the offices of the Department of Justice so 
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offered, to be held in the Registry of the Court until a decision was 
reached as to the interest of the parties in the checks and as “property” 
of the client within the District of Columbia against which the Appellants 
could claim an actual or equitable lien, thus providing the basis for the 
type of service used against Appellant, a non-resident within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. It is not believed that the amount of the checks so 
held will any where near cover the reasonable value of the services 
which the Court will award. 


In view of the fact that the client agreed in writing that the Govern- 
ment should apply the checks to the payment of the compromise of the 
tax settlement and the balance less attorney fee to be remitted to Appel- 
lant and that the check came into the physical possession of the Appel- 
lant Wall who only released it for the purpose of having it placed in the 
Registry of the Court, all the requisites for establishing an equitable 
lien in the checks on behalf of Appellants as called for in Lyman v. 
Campbell et al, 87 App. D.C. 44, 182 F.2d 700, have been met. There 
is no controversy here as in the Lyman case, between the rights of the 
Government and the attorneys in the check. Appellees have no argu- 
ment with that decision, or any other, believing that its principles 
protect their lien in the checks involved. The checks here involved, 
it must be emphasized, were payable to the Appellant and were funds 
originating from the German Government not from the United States 
Government. These checks, which might just as well have been checks 
of either the German Government or Katherine M. Drier payable to the 
client, were seized by the Government for back taxes. It is an interest 
in these checks, in the possession first of the Government by way of 
its levy, and then in possession of the Appellant Wall by delivery in 
person, that the Appellants claim their lien. There is no question of 
compliance with any statutes having to do with assignment of claims 


against the United States, a problem reviewed by the Court in Pittman 
v. United States, 127 Ct. Cl. 173, 116 F.Supp. 576 (1953). 
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In Jones v. Rutherford, 26 App. D.C. 114, the Court had before 
it a Suit in equity for an injunction to enforce a specific equitable lien 
by an attorney against a draft in the hands of the Treasurer of the 
United States. The Court held: "The Agreement between the parties 
was that the draft should have been delivered to the attorney for its 
prosecution and held by him until his fee thereon should be paid. There 
is nothing in the statute to forbid such an arrangement." (p. 121) and 
further "The possession of his draft is the matter in controversy be- 
tween the parties, and we are of the opinion that it is property in this 
District. It certainly has no other situs, and if it is property at all it 


is property in the District of Columbia." (P. 121) The factual situation 


in Jones v. Rutherford is comparable to the situation in the instant case 
and the ruling of the Court there that the draft was personal property, 
within the District of Columbia, that the lien of the attorney did not 
contravene any statute prohibiting the assignment of claims against the 
United States, and that the Court had jurisdiction to determine between 
the claimants to the checks who was entitled to the proceeds there- 
from is adequate precedent for the action of the District Court in dis- 
missing Appellant's motion for summary judgment and other relief. 

In Morgenthau v. Fidelity and Deposit Co. of Maryland, 68 App. 
D. C. 163, 94 F 2d 632 (1938) the principle was established that where 
a person has a lien or equitable interest in a fund evidenced by a 
Treasury check, he may apply to the Distric Court to have the check 
placed in its Registry and to have a Receiver appointed to distribute 
the proceeds to persons proved entitled thereto. The Court pointed out: 
"The check is in the hands of the disbursing officer of the United States 
in the city of Washington, and the United States are ready to deliver it 
to whoever is entitled to receive it. In such case the federal courts in 
the District of Columbia have jurisdiction to appoint a receiver to dis- 
tribute the sum to the person or persons entitled thereto." (p. 633) 
The Morgenthau case was followed in In re Grinnage's Estate, 69 App. 
D. C. 370, 101 F 2d 695 (1938) where the Court stated: "We held in 


Morgenthau v. Fidelity and Deposit Co. of Md.,68 App. D. C. 163, 
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that a government check in the possession of the Treasurer of the 
United States, payable to a particular person, is for jurisdictional pur- 
poses property in the District of Columbia." (p. 696) 


The able attornies for the United States in this case would have 
objected to the delivery of the checks over to the District Government, 
if the law were not so clear that this was proper, as evidenced by pre- 
cedents established in the following cases; Houston v. Ormes, 252 U. S. 
469 (1920), Mellon v. Orinoco Iron Co. 266 U. S. 121 (1924), 
Doerschuck et al v. Mellon, 60 App. D. C. 383, (1931) and Pilger v. 
Sutherland, 61 App. D. C. 84 (1932). The Government's answer in this 
case (Appellee's App. 1) states the facts in this case within the knowledge 
of the Government counsel. The Government moved the Court below 
that the Court determine the dispute, place the checks in the Registry 
of the Court, and, with the assent of Appellees, dismiss the Govern- 
ment from this cause of action. The Government's motion was granted. 
The District Court should be permitted to try the case on its merits. 


CONCLUSION 


It is therefore respectfully submitted that the action of the Court 
below be affirmed. 


Respectfully Submitted, 
GEORGE W. WALL, JR. 
FRANKLIN C. SALISBURY 


1624 Eye Street, N. W. 
Washington 6, D. C. 


Attorneys for Appellees, Pro Se 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPENDIX 


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

GEORGE W. WALL, JR. and 
FRANKLIN C. SALISBURY, 

Plaintiffs 


Vie 
HAROLD G. ARON, Civil Action No. 3384-56 
GEORGE M. HUMPHREY, Secretary 
of the Treasury, 
IVY BAKER PRIEST, Treasurer 
of the United States, 


Defendants 


eet ee ee ee ee ee” ~—— =——_ —_—_— 


ANSWER OF DEFENDANTS GEORGE M. HUMPHREY 
AND IVY BAKER PRIEST 
Come now the defendants George M. Humphrey, Secretary of the 
Treasury, and Ivy Baker Priest, Treasurer of the United States, and 
in answer to the allegations of the complaint herein aver as follows: 
1. through 5. The allegations of paragraphs 1 through 5 of the 
complaint are admitted. 


6. These defendants are advised that the averment that the 
plaintiffs have a claim against the checks mentioned is a conclusion 
which they are not required to answer, and in any event, defendants 
are without knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or 
falsity of these averments. These defendants admit the other allega- 
tions of paragraph 6 of the complaint. 


7. For answer to paragraph 7 of the complaint these defendants 


aver: 


(a) In February 1954, the present defendant Aron commenced 
the civil action captioned Harold G. Aron v. George M. Humphrey, 


Secretary of the Treasury, in the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia, Civil Action No. 771-54. In that civil action 
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Aron was initially represented by Franklin C. Salisbury who is a 
plaintiff in Civil Action No. 3384-56. In Civil Action No. 771-54 Aron 
sought to participate in payments on account of three awards which had 
originally been granted to one Katherine M. Drier and which were and 
are payable out of the German Special Deposit Accout in the Treasury 
of the United States as moneys accrue to that account. The principal 
accruals to that account are payments to which Germany is committed. 
After Civil Action No. 771-54 was commenced, Drier was joined as a 
party defendant. Thereafter, the Secretary of the Treasury paid into 
the Registry of the Court $12,560.11 representing dividends that had 
become available for payment in the calendar year 1954 on account of 
the three awards originally made to Drier, as aforesaid. On April 19, 
1955 the Court entered an order in Civil Action No. 771-54 approving 


a stipulation of settlement whereby there was assigned to Aron a 22.5% 


interest in all future payments due or to become due on account of the 
three awards originally granted to Drier. 


(b) After the entry of the order of the Court April 19, 1955, 
an officer of the Internal Revenue Service of the United States filed a 
Notice of Levy on the Clerk of the Court directed at the moneys in the 
Registry of the Court allocated to Aron pursuant to the order aforesaid. 
The Notice of Levy was filed pursuant to sections 6331 and 6334 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. The notice of levy was made on 
account of an indebtedness for income tax due the United States on the 
part of Aron for the years 1924, 1928 and 1929. On or about August 
22, 1955 the Court entered an order in Civil Action No. 771-54 
directing the Clerk to pay to the District Director of Internal Revenue, 
Lower Manhattan, the money in the Registry of the Court allocated to 
Aron as aforesaid, and pursuant to that order the Clerk thereupon 
transmitted $2,826.03 to the District Director. 


(c) In 1955 moneys became available to pay additional 
dividends on account of awards payable out of the German Special 
Deposit Account. Asa result two checks each dated June 3, 1955, one 
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in the amount of $1,680.46 and one in the amount of $1,950.93 payable 
to the order of Aron were drawn on the Treasurer of the United States. 
The two checks represented Aron's shares of the then current dividends 
on account of the three awards to each of which Aron had become a 
partial assignee as aforesaid. On the same day, June 3, 1955 an officer 
of the Revenue served a Notice of Levy on the Secretary of the Treasury 
on account of Aron's indebtedness for income tax. The Notice of Levy 
stated the indebtedness, together with interest, to be $59,670.15. 

Upon service of the Notice of Levy, the two checks were surrendered 

to the officer who served the Notice of Levy. These are the two checks 
mentioned in the complaint in Civil Action No. 3384-56 and in the 
answer filed therein by the defendant Aron. 


(d) On October 5, 1955 Salisbury entered a notice of appeal 
by Aron from the order of the Court entered as aforesaid on or about 
August 22, 1955 in Civil Action No. 771-54. On October 11, 1955, 
Salisbury entered a designation of record on appeal therein. By letter 
dated October 20, 1955 addressed to the Chief Counsel of the Internal 
Revenue Service, Salisbury, as counsel for Aron, offered to com- 
promise the alleged indebtedness on account of income tax by payment 
of $1,000 said indebtedness being that on account of which Notices of 
Levy were served on the Clerk os the Court and on the Secretary of the 
Treasury as aforesaid. That letter stated in part: 

"* * * Tt is respectfully suggested that the 
payment of $1,000.00 at this time, by way 
of settlement of all existing disputes be- 


tween Harold G. Aron and the Government 
will be mutually advantageous to both parties. 


"We are submitting this offer of com- 
promise to your office as well as to the 
Department of Justice with a view that it 
may be studied by your office and a favorable 
recommendation passed on to the Department 
of Justice." 


(e) On or about November 17, 1955, Salisbury withdrew as 
attorney of record and George W. Wall, Jr. who is a plaintiff in this 
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Civil Action No. 3384-56 entered an appearance as attorney for Aron 
in Civil Action No. 771-54. Attorneys in the Internal Revenue Service 
recognized Wall as counsel for Aron and conferred with him on 


numerous occasions with respect to the offer in compromise. 


(f) By letter dated July 13, 1956 the Assistant Attorney 
General in Charge of the Tax Division of the Department of Justice, 
informed the Chief Counsel of the Internal Revenue Service that the 
offer in compromise had been accepted and directed a refund to Aron 


of $1,826 .03, the difference between the amount offered in compromise, 


$1,000, and the amount paid by the Clerk of the Court to the District 
Director of Internal Revenue pursuant to the order entered on or about 
August 22, 1955 in Civil Action No. 771-54 as aforesaid, and the re- 
fund was duly made by the District Director of Internal Revenue, 
Lower Manhattan. 


(g) On July 17, 1956 the two checks dated June 3, 1955, 
drawn payable to the order of Aron and representing his share of the 
dividends for that year payable on account of the awards originally 
grant ed to Drier as aforesaid, were delivered to Wall by attorneys in 
the office of the Chief Counsel representing the Internal Revenue 
Service in connection with the offer in compromise. These checks had 
been obtained by levy upon the Secretary of the Treasury as aforesaid. 
The applicable instructions of the Internal Revenue Service concerning 
release of or return of property obtained by levy for internal revenue 
taxes provide that such property shall be returned to the person upon 
whom levy was made. Upon delivery of these checks Wall gave a 
receipt which reads in words and figures: 


"RECEIPT July 17, 1956 


"The undersigned, George W. Wall, Jr. , attorney 
of record for Harold G. Aron in the case of Harold G. 
Aron v. George H. Humphrey, Secretary of the Treasury, 
Civil No. 771-54, (D.C. District of Columbia) hereby 
acknowledges receipt from the Office of the Chief Counsel 
of the Internal Revenue Service, of two Treasury checks, 
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both dated June 3, 1955, both drawn payable to the said 
Harold G. Aron, both marked Re: Katherine M. Drier, 
one check numbered 952 being in the amount of $1,680.46 
a and the other numbered 954 in the amount of $1,950.93. 


(sgnd) George W. Wall, Jr. 
George W. Wall, Jr." 


By telegram dated July 31, 1956 and by letter dated August 2, 1956 
both to the Chief Counsel of the Internal Revenue Service, Aron pro- 
tested delivery of the checks to Wall. Thereafter, at the request of 
the attorneys who had delivered the checks to him, on August 10, 1956 
Wall returned the checks to the Office of the Chief Counsel and was 


given a receipt which reads in words and figures: 


"August 10, 1956 
RECEIPT 


"The undersigned on behalf of the office of the Chief 
Counsel of the Internal Revenue Service, hereby 
acknowledges receipt from George W. Wall, Jr., 
attorney for Harold G. Aron in defense against a tax 
claim of the United States for approximately $57,000.00, 
of two Treasury Checks, both dated June 3, 1955, both 
drawn payable to the said Harold G. Aron, both marked 
Re: Katherine M. Drier, one check numbered 952 
being in the amount of $1,680.46 and the other 
numbered 954 in the amount of $1,950.93. 


"The subject checks are returned at the demand of 
the Internal Revenue Service and the undersigned 
acknowledges notice that they are returned without 
waiver of any right or equitable interest therein that 

% said George W. Wall, Jr. and Franklin C. Salisbury 
might have on account of legal fees due to them by 
said Harold G. Aron for services in connection with 
the settlement of the above mentioned claim by the 
United States. The undersigned also acknowledges 
receipt of notice that the said George W. Wall, Jr. 
and Franklin C. Salisbury intendto initiate such 
legal action with regard to these checks as may be 
available to satisfy the claim for payment of legal 
fees as may be determined by the court. 


(sgnd) John Potts Barnes, E.C.M. 


For the Office of Chief Councel 
Internal Revenue Service." 
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(h) Upon delivery of the checks by Wall to the office of the 
Chief Counsel as aforesaid, the Chief Counsel returned the checks to 
the drawer, the Chief Disbursing Officer of the United States, and the 
checks are now in the custody of the Chief Disbursing Officer in the 
Treasury Department, Washington, D. C. 


(i) Except as otherwise above stated in this paragraph 7 of 
this answer, these defendants are without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief with respect to the averments made in 


paragraph 7 of the complaint. 


8. Except as otherwise stated in paragraph 7 of this answer, 
these defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the averments made in paragraph 8 of the complaint. 


9. Except as otherwise stated in paragraph 7 of this answer, 
these defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the averments made in paragraph 9 of the complaint. 


WHEREFORE, having fully answered and shown that the defendants 
George M. Humphrey, Secretary of the Treasury, and Ivy Baker Priest, 
Treasurer of the United States have no interest in the dispute between 
plaintiffs and defendant Harold G. Aron, and make no claim to the 
two Treasury Checks (No. 952 and 954) in question, these defendants 
pray: 

1. That the Court determine the dispute between plaintiffs 
and defendant Aron and determine their right to the checks in 


question. 


2. That the Court direct that the checks be delivered to 
a receiver or into the Registry of the Court pending final disposition 
of this action. 


3. That these defendants be given good acquittance as to 
any liability for the ultimate disposition of the checks in question. 
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x 4. That the action be dismissed as to defendants Humphrey 
» and Priest. 
Oliver Gash 


OLIVER GASCH 
United States Attorney 





/s/ Edward P. Troxell 


EDWARD P. TROXELL, Principal 
Assistant United States Attorney 


/s/ E. Riley Casey 
E. RILEY CASEY 
Assistant United States Attorney 





/s/ Kitty Blair Frank 
KITTY BLAIR FRANK 
Assistant United States Attorney 


Certificate of Service 


I hereby certify that the foregoing Answer of Defendant 
Humphrey and Defendant Priest was served upon plaintiffs by mailing 
a copy thereof to George W. Wall, Jr., Esquire, 1624 Eye St., N. W., 
Washington, D. C., and upon defendant, Harold G. Aron, by mailing 
him a copy at 37 Wall St., New York, N. W., boththis 6th day 
of November, 1956. 


/s/ Kitty Blair Frank 

KITTY BLAIR FRANK 
Assistant United States Attorney 
Attorney for Defendants Humphrey 
and Priest. 





